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it would not be excused at end of day if it did not reach verdict after receiving
Chip Smith instruction; claim that trial court did not respond to note from juror
that alerted court to existence of family emergency that would require juror’s
absence beginning on certain date; claim that trial court sanctioned pressure
that juror was under from other members of jury, claim that two hours of jury
deliberation after trial court gave jury Chip Smith instruction suggested that
court coerced jury to reach unanimous verdict; claim that trial court abused its
discretion in denying motion for mistrial; claim that defendant was denied fair
trial because trial court failed to conduct inquiry of juror at time of trial as to
note from juror; waiver of claim that trial court failed to canvass juror at time
it received note; unpreserved claim that defendant was denied right to due process
because trial court’s response to note from jury about accessorial liability as to
murder charges created reasonable possibility that jury was misled about state’s
burden of proof; waiver of objection to jury instructions concerning accessorial
liability; claim that jury instruction on accessorial liability as to murder charge
constituted plain error; claim that jury instruction on accessorial liability as to
murder charge created possibility of confusion in minds of jurors as to what
evidence state relied on in support of murder counts or with respect to mental
state required for commission of murder as accessory.
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